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REMARjqs 

Claims 1-16 were pending at the time of examination. Claim 15 has been amended No 
clamis have been canceled. The appUcants i^spectfoUy request reconsideration based on the 
foregomg amendments and these remarks. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claims 1-14 were rejected under 35 US.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
No. 6.704,768 to Zombek et al. (hereinafter Zombek). Hie appUcants respectfully traverse the 
rejection for the following reasons. 

As was mentioned in the previons response, the applicants' invention relates to a system 
and method for enabling the interchange of enteiprise data through an open platform. Tht open 
platform can be based on a standardized interface that enables parties to easUy connect to and use 
the network. Services operating as senders, recipients and in-transit parties can leverage a 
fiamework that overlays a pubUc network (Abstract). Zombek, on the other hand, is directed to a 
system, method and computer program product for providing server discovery services during a 
startup sequence. More specifically, Zombek discloses a system for communicating messages 
in a client-server environment over one or more wireless networks that can support different 
network protocols. 

Step (a) of claim 1 specifically recites an identifier that is associated with an entity that 
has been authenticated by the message routing network and that "is to be associated with an 
entity account upon authenricatioTi n f said entity with a first servicfi that supports said entity 
account." It is respectfully submitted that none of the cited sections of Zombek shows such an 
identifier. The only identifier that is discussed in the cited sections of Zombek is a "server 
identifier (ED)" for the back end server (BES) which may be provided as part of registration upon 
boot (col. 20, lines 27-39). This server identifier is clearly not to be "associated with an entity 
account upon authentication." as required by claim 1 . For at least this reason, it is respectfiiUy 
submitted that step (a) is not anticipated by the cited sections of Zombek. 

Next, step (b) of claim 1 recites receiving a message that is directed to a mapped service 
and that "said mapped service is an entity accorni t-specific representation of said first service and 
acts as a proxy for said first service." The Examiner alleges that this step is anticipated by 
Zombek's message router (MR) 124 actir^g as a mapped service. The appUcants lespectfiiUy 
disagree. The applicants acknowledge that in a very broad sense, the MR of Zombek can be 
interpreted as acting as a proxy for the BBSs. However, the MR Is not an "entity account- 
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mecific representation of said fir.t service," a. required by claim 1. At best, the MR can be 
considered to be a proxy for aU the BBSs, and does not provide any kind of specificity ^.ith 
respect to entity accounts for a particular service.. For at least this reason, it is respectfuUy 
submitted that step (a) is not anticipated by the cited sections of Zombek. 

Step (c) of claim 1. as amended, recites ' Wlating, bv said n....... 

sa,d message for delivery to said first service, wherein said tran.lat^ includes said 

.dent^er and is directed from ,airf TnapnM ..rvice tn ..f. » lHat is, the mapped 

service translates the received message and sends it to the first service. During the translation 
the same identifier is kept in the message, such that the first service knows with which entity 
account the translated message is associated. However, the first service sees the message as 
originating fi-om the m^ped service and is not necessarily aware of that the message originated 
from the second service, depending on what translation mechanisms are used. 

The Examiner alleges step (c) is anticipated by col. 32. lines 46-50, col. 20, lines 47-52 
and col. 22, lines 22-29 of Zombek. The 2?)pUcants respectfully disagree. As discussed above,' 
Zombek does not disclose any mapped service of the type that is required by claim I (i.e. "entity 
account-specific representation of said first service"). Furthermore, as was discussed in the 
previous response, the "HTTP redirector" of Zombek, which was cited as anticipating the 
translating of the message, is located at the client. Tim. the "translation" in Zombek occurs at 
the cliCTt, and fes^ the message or request in question enters the "network," In contrast, claim 
1 requires that the translation be done "bv said message routing netwnrV » 

The Examiner argues on page 9 of the Office Action that "a HTTP redirector that 
performs the translation is located at the client that is part of the message routing network." The 
appUcants respectfully disagree with this statement. For example. PIG. 2 of Zombek clearly 
shows that the client device 1 12 is not considered to be part of the network 212. This is also 
supported in several places throughout the specification, for example, col. 8 lines 42-44 state that 
"FIG. 2 is a block diagram of ... a redirector that interacts with a browser and the inteUigent 
messaging network..." Similarly, col. 32, lines 45-50 discuss how the HTTP redirector can 
intercept a ra.w HTTP request and package it "into an inteUigent messaging network message" 
which can be "transmitted through the intelligent messaging network," col. 32, lines 57-59 
specify that the "network. . . can include the inteUigent messaging network. . . e.g., the underlying 
LAN network... the PGs... the firewall... router.. .and the MR," and so on. For at least these 
reasons, it is clear that Zombek considers the network and the HTTP redirector on the client to be 
two separate entities. Thus, the translation is not done "by said message routing network," as 
required by claim 1 . 
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Also, step (c) of claim 1 requires that the translated message is "directed from said 
mapped service to said fest service." If one. for the sake of argument, were to adhere to the 
Examiner's interp^tation of the Zombek's MR as being equivalent to the "m^ped service," a.d 
also consider that the translation occurs on the client, then the t^slated message would be sent 
to the mapped service W the HTTP redirector, not fiom the mapped service to said first 
service, as required by claim 1. For at least these reasons, it is respectfuHy submitted that claim 
1 IS neither anticipated, nor rendered obvious by Zombek and it is respectfuUy requested that the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) be removed. 

Claim 9 is a Beauregard claim corresponding to claim 1. and is therefore neither 
anticipated nor obvious for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1 , and the 
rejection of claim 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) should be withdrawn. 

Claim 10 is directed to a message routing system including a message routing network 
that enables routing of a message between a first service and a second service. The message is 
associated with an accomit that is supported by the second service. The message routing network 
effects a vi rtual service through which the first service and the second service communicate. The 
implementation of the virtual service is supported by a mapping that associates the virtual service 
with the account. As described in paragraph {1 023] of the applicants' specification, the virtual 
service can act as a proxy to other services. This can be useful, for example, when a business X 
has a relationship with a business Y, and would like that messages sent to business X's service 
are redirected to business Ys service. Services can implement redirection through routing 
scripts that m^ invocations of the service to invocations of another service, including redirection 
of replies. 

The Examiner alleges that this is shown in col. 22, lines 50-65 of Zombek. The 
applicants respectfully disagree. TTre cited section of Zombek discloses the operations of the MR 
vvhen it receives an incoming message fiwm a client appKcation. Depending on the type of 
message that is received, a number of different actions may be taken by the MR, The message 
router of Zombek does not function as a proxy through which two services communicate, as 
required by claim 10. Rather, the message router (124) of Zombek merely does a one-time 
determination (through a number of alternative mechanisms) of where to send a message (i.e., to 
which BBS) when the message does not contain any explicit BBS ID. Also, similarly to what 
was discussed above with respect to claim 1, even if one were to interpret the MR of Zombek as 
a 'Virtual service," the MR would still not fiilfill the last clause of claim 1 0, which requires that 
the "implementation of said virtual service is supported by a mapping that associates said virtual 
service wjtl:^ gaid accoimt ." Zombek's MR is not .associated with any accounts, as was discussed 
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cla^n O^.n^tharanticipatednorrenderedob^^^ 
claim 10 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) .hould be wxthdxa^vn. 

Claims 2^ all depend fiom claim 1, and are the^fo^ neither anticipated nor obvious for 
at least the reasons discussed above wi^ respect to claim 1 , and the injections of claims 2-8 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) shoidd be withdrawn. 

C^^^ll-14aUdependWclaimld,andarethcreforendtheraniicipatedo^ 
for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1 0, and the rejections of claims 1 U 
14 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) should be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejectjons -35 U.S.C. § 103 
Claims 15-16 were rejected under 35.U.S;C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zombek 
in view of U.S. Patent No. 6.470,357 to Garcia et al. (hereinafter Garcia). The ^pUcants 
respectfully traverse the rejection for the foUowing reasons. 

Claim 15, as amended, is directed to a message routing method. A pix>xy service is 
P""^*^ by thq ^essape routing network for messages transferred between a first application 
service provider and a second appUcation service provider in the message routing network. The 
first application service provider and the second application service provider provide application 
services for an enteiprise. The proxy service enables the first appKcation service provider to 
send information on behalf of the enteipiise to the second appUcation service provider without 
the first appUcaiion service provider and the second appUcation service provider having 
knowledge of each other at anv point ^ n timo. 

The Examiner alleges that the provision of the proxy service is shown by the Proxy 
IP/Port (204) and the HTTP Redirector (106) of Zombek. TTie applicants respectfully disagree 
Both the Proxy IP/Port (204) and the HTTP Redirector (106) of Zombek are located in the client 
as can be seen in HG. 2. M the applicants' invention, on the other hand, the proxy service is 
provided "by the mes.<;ape routinfr n^rorV." as required by claim IS. Furthermore, these 
application service providers, as defined in claim 15, are '^providing application services for an 
enteiprise." Zombek does not disclose any messaging, or proxy services involved in messaging, 
^^^^^ aRP^calio^ service providgr g. Nor does Zombek disclose the claimed limitation of "said 
proxy service enabling said first application service provider to send infnnr»ti»T, nn >,.>,.if^f 
sai4 enterprise to said second application service provider." Zombek merely discloses sending 
messages from a cUent device to a back-end server, through a proxy located in tiie cUent device. 
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^ko^ad .^v. tte message and ft. cha,««eris,ics of ■!„ appUoati™ to. wiil «<^v= «^ 

P^.^a^ to Message b«™en .e^uesd^ a^ ^^^^ 

6-39). Ttos. d„n,g tto ,o«mt pic^ess of Garcia. Se^. a„„lica«.n , „ , . 

"-rf-G-adoes=«,c„„^^fl^^„,2<„^ 

^2BedbytoExa.i^.F„,a,,«3.tose.asoo..d.„>e«ooofcIai.I5™ter35U.SC 
§ 103(a) ,s imsupporttd by .he cited art and should be wittdra™. 

Clain, 16 depends fiom elaSn 15. and is fterefore neite anticipated nor obvious for a. 

u.b.c- § 103(a) should be withdrawa. 

Conclusion . 

■^WP"'=»^beUevetoanp«ndingcIain«an:allo™bleandraspeotfUl,,<que^ 

Np«ofAUo™ncef„r«s*pUoa.i„nfi»nfteSca™ner. Should fte Exan^iner beHeve 4a. a 

^.«con^„oul<,«cpediteacp„secu.onof«s application, to undesigned can be 
reached at the telephone number set out below. 

Respectfully suhmitted, 

BEYER WEAVER & THOMAS, LLP 

Fredrik Mollbom 
P.O. Box 70250 Rfig. No. 48.587 

Oakland, CA 94^12-0250 
(510)663-1100 
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